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Career Decisions of Doctoral Graduates
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Naomi Chowdhuri Tyler and Deborah Deutsch Smith
Abstract. The number of special education faculty vacancies in institutions of higher education (IHEs) has
risen across the last decade (Dil, Geiger, Hoover, & Sindelar, 1993; Sindelar & Taylor, 1988; Smith & Lovett,
1987; Smith, Pierce & Keyes, 1988). In contrast, the number of doctoral graduates in special education
decreased during the same period of time (Sindelar, Buck, Carpenter & Watanabe, 1993; Sindelar & Taylor,
1988). This supply/demand imbalance has plagued the field for years and warrants continued investiga-
tion. The present study surveyed 146 recent graduates from special education doctoral programs on issues
including motivating factors for obtaining a doctoral degree, considerations when selecting initial careers,
and the effects of marriage and family on those decisions. Factors which encouraged and discouraged
employment in higher education were investigated, and recommendations for future research and practice
are provided.
he Education of Mentally RetardedChildren, Act (PL 85-926) was signed into
law in 1958 and provided fellowships and
support for personnel preparation. This law
acknowledged a shortage of qualified per-
sonnel to teach students with disabilities in
public schools; a shortage that continues
nearly 40 years later (Tawney & DeHaas-
Wamer, 1993). There are many reasons why,
despite a federal commitment, shortages of
teachers and related services personnel per-
sist. For example, The Education for All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (PL 94-
142) and its most recent reauthorization 7be
Amendments to the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act of 199 7 (PL 105-17
or IDEA), have increased the demand for
qualified special educators. Reform move-
ments (e.g., inclusive education), changing
student demographics, and larger enroll-
ments of nontraditional students have
increased the demand for a differently pre-
pared teaching force (Bondy, Ross, Sindelar,
& Griffin; 1997; Burstein & Sears, 1998;
Grasmick & Leak, 1997; Lindsey & Strawder-
man, 1995; Lowenbraun & Nolen, 1998;
Rosenberg, Jackson, and Yeh, 1996; Shaw,
Biklin, Conlon, Dunn, Kramer, & DeRoma-
Wagner, 1990). Additionally, unique
demands placed upon teachers in special
education classrooms (i.e., increased paper-
work due to IEPs, management of students
with behavioral and emotional disabilities)
have resulted in attrition rates (7-14%) which
often exceed those of teachers in general
education settings (Schrag, 1990; Westling &
Whitten, 1996). It has been estimated that
special education teaching jobs would
increase by 74% within this decade (Heward,
1995). Meeting replacement demands for
special education teachers is a substantial
effort. In response to the serious shortage of
qualified special educators (Boe, Cook,
Bobbitt, & Terhanian, 1998; Boe, Cook,
Kaufman & Danielson, 1996; United States
Department of Education, 1995), the Council
for Exceptional Children (CEC) has an-
nounced a recruitment campaign designed to
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increase the number of individuals choosing
careers as special educators (CEC Today,
January/February 1996). Such increases in
students enrolled in personnel preparation
programs require an increase in the number
of special education faculty available to pre-
pare them.
An important factor in the supply equa-
tion is the teacher educator. It appears that a
problem is presenting itself in this regard: the
cadre of special education faculty who train
these future teachers has been steadily
shrinking in size (Geiger, 1988; Sindelar et
al., 1993; Sindelar & Taylor, 1988; Smith &
Tyler, 1994, 1997). The result could be a lim-
ited number of special education personnel
available to work with students with disabil-
ities and their families. Since the mid-1980s,
a growing concern has been raised regarding
the increasing number of special education
faculty positions available in the United
States and the lack of qualified individuals to
fill these positions (Dil, Geiger, Hoover, &
Sindelar, 1993; Sindelar & Taylor, 1988; Smith
& Lovett, 1987; Smith, Pierce & Keyes, 1988).
Also, the criteria to become and remain
effective university faculty have increased.
Shaw and his colleagues (1990) stated that
&dquo;... future college professors and adminis-
trators must be data-based school practition-
ers. Doctoral programs must have integrated
training, research and leadership/policy
components&dquo; (p. 22). Although innovative
programs are being developed to recruit
(Rousseau & Kai Yung Tam, 1995) and pre-
pare (Heward, Cooper, Heron, Gardner III, &
Sainato, 1995) future special education lead-
ers, research findings indicate that nearly half
of all special education doctoral graduates
now choose careers outside of higher educa-
tion. Instead, these graduates work for local,
state, or federal education agencies or for
private corporations (Bowen & Schuster,
1986; Pierce & Smith, 1994; Smith & Tyler,
1994).
Purpose of the Study
It is critical that the field better under-
stand inter-related factors pertaining to the
supply and demand of special education fac-
ulty (Smith-Davis & Billingsley, 1993); what
encourages individuals to initially enroll in
doctoral programs; relationships between
age, gender, marital and family status, and
job choices; and reasons that doctoral gradu-
ates either seek or reject faculty positions.
We believe that gaining answers to the fol-
lowing questions from doctoral graduates
during their first year following graduation
contributes important information to the sup-
ply and demand puzzle:
1. Why do individuals initially enroll in
doctoral programs?
2. What types of jobs do doctoral gradu-
ates accept immediately after gradua-
tion ?
3. What relationship exists between the
type of job an individual held prior to
entering the doctoral program and the
type of job accepted after graduation?
4. What effects do age, gender, and mar-
ital and family status have on job
decisions?
5. Is there a significant difference in the
characteristics of individuals who
accepted faculty positions, those who
accepted non-tenure positions, and
those who accepted positions outside
of higher education?
6. What factors affected the decision to




The subjects of this study were gradu-
ates who obtained a doctorate in special
education within the three semesters imme-
diately preceding the initiation of the study:
fall 1994, spring 1995, and summer 1995.
These graduates were surveyed within 4 to
16 months after graduation.
Subjects were identified through the fol-
lowing procedures. First, 85 schools listed in
the Directory of Programs for Preparing
Individuals for Careers in Special Education
(TED, 1995) as having doctoral programs in
special education were contacted. Also con-
tacted were 11 doctoral programs who were
not listed in the TED Directory but were
members of the Higher Education
Consortium in Special Education (HECSE). (A
requirement for HECSE membership is a spe-
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cial education doctoral program.) A total of
96 target programs were identified. Second,
an initial letter explaining the purpose of the
study and requesting the names and
addresses of doctoral graduates for the fall
semester of 1994 and the spring and summer
semesters of 1995 was sent to the 96 special
education department chairs.
Twenty-three department chairs were
unwilling to give out the names and
addresses of graduates, due to confidentiality
issues. However, they were willing to mail
the surveys out to their graduates them-
selves. Packets containing both surveys, a
cover letter which explained the purpose of
the study, and return envelopes were sent to
these departments. The other 67 department
chairs responded to the request for names
and addresses. Using both methods of con-
tacting graduates, 90 of the 96 IHEs (93.8%)
participated in the study.
Instruments
The survey questions used in this study
were based on those used in previous,
related studies (Pierce & Smith, 1994;
Sindelar et. al., 1993; Smith & Pierce, 1995).
The questions were field-tested with a group
of doctoral students in order to determine
whether the questions were clear and to
refine the coding system. Two surveys were
used for the purposes of this study. One was
filled out by those currently employed in a
university position; the other was completed
by participants employed in non-university
positions. Each doctoral graduate was sent
both surveys, with a request to fill out and
return the survey which related to their cur-
rent position.
Each survey was divided into three sec-
tions. The first section asked for information
about the subject’s doctoral program. The
second section contained specific questions
regarding the individual’s current employ-
ment. The third requested personal informa-
tion (age, gender, ethnicity, salary, marital
status, and occupational status of the sub-
ject’s spouse). Because of the delicate nature
of these questions, this section was prefaced
with a paragraph reiterating the purpose of
the study and the need for this voluntary
information.
Reliability
The reliability of data entry was verified
by a second individual who double-checked
the encoded data for miskeyed entries, inap-
propriate codes, and miscodes. Any discrep-
ancies were discussed with the researcher,
and consensus was reached on all items. The
first 30 surveys received were double-
checked ; approximately one-fourth of the
remaining surveys were randomly selected
and verified. In all, 56 surveys (38.4%) were
double-checked. Interrater reliability on the
initial coding and data entry was 97.7%;
100% consensus was reached after double-
checking and discussion.
Results
All possible responses on the surveys
were given numerical codes, entered on a
computer database software package
(Microsoft Excel) and then imported into 7be
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) version 4.0 for statistical analyses.
Frequency distributions and percentages or
means for age, gender, ethnicity, marital sta-
tus, salary, type of position, number of years
to complete doctoral study, and program
majors were calculated. The reasons stated
for entering doctoral programs were
recorded and analyzed by frequency and
percentage of responses. The percentages of
respondents working in higher education,
LEAs, SEAs, or other positions were calcu-
lated, and their reasons for accepting these
positions were analyzed.
Participants were divided into two
groups-those holding university positions
and those not. Chi-square analysis was used
to determine the relationship between cur-
rent job type and age, gender, marital status,
family status, and pre-doctoral employment.
Individuals working in university settings
were then divided again into tenure and
non-tenure track positions. Chi-square analy-
sis was used to determine the relationship
between current job type and age, gender,
marital status, family status, and pre-doctoral
employment. Participants were then re-
grouped into two final groups-those who
relocated to start their new jobs and those
who did not. A chi-square analysis was used
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to determine the relationship between relo-
cation and age, gender, marital status, family
status, and pre-doctoral employment. A one-
way analysis of variance (NOVA) was used
to determine if a significant difference
existed between the ages of those individu-
als employed in university and non-univer-
sity settings and those in tenure and non-
tenure track positions.
Doctoral Graduates Surveyed
Department chairs from the 90 schools
participating in this study identified 374 indi-
viduals for participation in this study.
Eighteen programs had no doctoral gradu-
ates during the specified time period. This
number indicated an annual average of 4.11
doctoral graduates per school. Surveys were
sent out to 355 eligible and available gradu-
ates (addresses were not available for two
individuals, those participating in the pilot
study were eliminated, and 14 individuals
were foreign students who had returned to
their home countries). Eleven surveys were
returned to the researcher stamped
&dquo;addressee unknown&dquo; or &dquo;no forwarding
address,&dquo; thus reducing the possible number
of responses to 344.
Two hundred surveys were completed
(58.1% response rate). However, six surveys
were from individuals who anticipated grad-
uation in the spring semester of 1996 but had
not yet received their degrees; 47 surveys
from individuals who graduated outside the
time parameters of this study (between fall
1994 and summer 1995) resulted in an addi-
tional three schools with no graduates during
the specified time period. One survey was
discarded due to inapplicability of the infor-
mation given (the subject filled out the sur-
vey for IHE faculty, although her current
position was with a school district). This left




Each respondent was asked to give
information about age, gender, ethnicity, and
marital status. Table 1 summarizes the gen-
eral demographic information on the respon-
dents. The average age of the doctoral grad-
uates was 41.3 years; 113 (77.4%) were
female; 110 individuals (75.3%), were
European American, and 60% were married
at the time of their graduation. These gradu-
ates had an average of 1.3 children each, but
64 of them (43.8%) had no children and 82
(56.2%) had no children living with them at
the time of their graduation.
Pre-Doctoral Employment
Respondents were asked to indicate the
type of job they had immediately prior to
entering the doctoral program. Table 2 pro-
vides information about the jobs held by
graduates prior to entering the doctoral pro-
gram, and clearly shows that the largest num-
ber had been school teachers (48.6%).
Chi-square analysis revealed a signifi-
cant difference between jobs held prior to
entrance in the doctoral program and the
type of job held after graduation, XZ (9, N =
146) = 21.45, p < .05. None of the individu-
als who had previously been principals or
psychologists (n = 9) chose careers in col-
leges or universities; two of the three (66.7%)
speech/language pathologists (SLPs), four of
the seven (57.1%) consultants and 61.5% of
the administrators (special education coordi-
nators ; n = 8) also chose careers outside of
higher education. Yet, 64.8% of the former
teachers (n = 46), 66.7% of the individuals in
positions classified as &dquo;Other&dquo; (n = 14), and
70% of the individuals who had held univer-
sity positions previously (n = 7) accepted
positions in higher education.
Graduates were asked for the reasons
why they entered a doctoral program. The
top three reasons listed were: &dquo;It was a per-
sonal goal to receive Ph.D.,&dquo; &dquo;Interest in
teaching college level,&dquo; and &dquo;Other.&dquo; In this
last category, the participants listed many
reasons, the most popular being:
~ desire for greater knowledge of the
field (14);
~ enhanced marketability; greater
mobility within field (13);
~ recruited by professors or financial
support (7).
Information about Doctoral Studies
Most graduates followed the traditional
academic calendar, beginning their studies in
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TABLE 1. Age, Gender, Ethnicity, and Marital Status
TABLE 2. Career Categories Before and After Doctoral Studies
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the fall (70.5%) and graduating in the spring
(44.5%) or summer (33.6%). The mean time
to complete the doctoral degree was 67.3
months (5.6 years), including summers
(median 57 months). The individual who
completed the degree in the shortest time did
so in 26 months. The longest completion
time was 275 months (22.9 years).
Respondents were asked to list their
major areas of study. The most popular aca-
demic majors among this group of graduates
were learning disabilities (21.9%), general




The number of graduates who relocated
before and after their doctoral programs was
a focus of several questions. Respondents
were asked whether they relocated in order
to attend their doctoral degree-granting insti-
tution. Graduates also indicated if they relo-
cated for their first post-degree position.
Relocation for doctoral progrctms.
Ninety-eight of the graduates (67.1%) did not
relocate to attend the universities where they
were enrolled in doctoral study. Thirteen
respondents (8.9%) relocated within their
states, and 34 (23.3%) relocated to another
state for their doctoral programs. Five of
those respondents moved back to their home
states, and one individual moved back to her
hometown.
Relocation for current positions. A large
number of graduates (95, or 65.1%) did not
relocate after graduation. Only 51 graduates
(34.9%) did relocate: 44 (86.3%) moved out
of state; 6 graduates (11.8%) moved within
the same state; and one graduate (2.0%)
moved out of the country. Over one-fifth of
those who relocated moved &dquo;back home.&dquo;
Six of the graduates (11.8%) moved back to
their hometowns; four (7.8%) moved back to
their home states; and one graduate moved
within 300 miles of his hometown (though
not in the same state).
Chi-square analysis revealed a signifi-
cant difference between the relocation rates
of graduates employed in college/university
settings and those employed outside of
higher education, X2 (1, N = 143) = 12.73,
p < .01. A significantly larger percentage of
graduates in non-university positions did not
relocate (81.7%) as compared to 52.9% of the
university faculty. Nearly 42% of the individ-
uals in university positions relocated out of
state, as compared to only 15.0% of those in
non-IHE positions, X2 (4, N = 144) = 14.83,
p < .01. Twenty five (58.1%) of the col-
lege/university faculty who did not relocate
were employed at the same universities
where they earned their degrees; eight grad-
uates (18.6%) were employed at other uni-
versities in the same city; and four graduates
(9.3%) were employed at universities in
nearby cities and commuted to work. Three
of the graduates who were employed at their
doctoral granting institutions (12.0%) were
employed in tenure track positions. The
remaining 88.0% were employed in non-
tenure track or soft money positions.
First Jobs
Over half of the graduates chose univer-
sity positions upon graduation. Eighty-five
graduates (58.2%) were working in university
settings at the time they were surveyed, and
61 (41.8%) were working in settings outside
of higher education. One hundred eleven
graduates (76.0%) indicated that their current
positions were their first job choice upon
graduation. Thirty-two individuals (21.9%)
were not occupied in their first career
choices; two individuals did not answer that
question.
Monetary Issues
Graduates were asked to list the starting
salaries for their current positions after grad-
uation. The average starting salary was
$38,182 yearly, the median salary was
$36,100. The lowest salary reported for those
employed in university settings was $24,627
and $18,000 for those employed outside
higher education. (Note: Salaries reported
here are &dquo;contracted salaries.&dquo; Some may be
for nine months, some for ten months.) The
highest salaries for university and non-
university employed individuals were
$55,000 and $77,900 respectively. Overall,
those in faculty positions made less than
those working outside higher education.
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Other Factors Affecting Job Choice
Chi square analysis of the relationship
between the spouse’s occupation and level
of education and the career choice of the
graduates produced significant results, ~z (7,
N = 145) = 16-34, p < .05. Of the graduates
married to individuals who held an advanced
degree (master’s and doctoral degrees) and
who were working at the time of graduation,
66.7% (n = 30) chose careers in higher edu-
cation ; 66.7% (n = 18) of the graduates
whose spouses held bachelor’s or associate’s
degrees and were working and 80% (~t = 4)
with retired spouses chose university posi-
tions as well. However, only two of the indi-
viduals (50%) married to a spouse who was
a student and two of the graduates whose
spouses were working and lacked degrees
(22.2%) chose university positions. None of
the individuals (n = 4) whose spouses’ occu-
pations were listed as &dquo;Other&dquo; (i.e., self-
employed, building a house) chose to work
in higher education.
University Versus Non-IHE Positions
A comparison was done to determine
significant differences in characteristics of
those employed in IHE positions and those
employed elsewhere.
University positions. As stated earlier, 85
graduates were employed in university posi-
tions ; 42 were in tenure-track positions, 33 in
nontenure-track and soft money positions,
nine did not specify, and 1 individual was at
a school with no tenure policy. Seventy-one
(83.5%) stated that this was their first career
choice upon graduation. Chi-square analysis
revealed a significant difference between the
percentage of individuals employed in their
first career choice and their selection of a
university or non-university position, X2 (2,
N = 145) = 7.19, p < .05. Seventy-one of the
85 individuals employed in university set-
tings (83.5%) were working in their first
career choices, as compared to only 65.6% of
those employed outside of higher education.
(The first choices of those in non-university
settings is discussed later.)
Graduates were asked if they would
consider changing positions within the next
one to two years. Fifty-two of the 85 individ-
uals (G1.2%) who were employed in univer-
sity positions said that they would consider
changing positions. Twenty-seven individu-
als in higher education positions (31.8%)
stated that they would not consider chang-
ing, and five individuals were not certain
(5.9%). Chi-square analysis revealed a signif-
icant difference between the type of univer-
sity job held and the willingness to consider
a position change, X2 (18, N = 115) = 33.61,
p < .05. Individuals who held non-tenure
track positions or were being supported by
soft money (78.8%) were much more willing
to consider a job change than individuals in
tenure-track positions (39.0%).
Non-university positions. Sixty-one grad-
uates (41.8010) chose initial careers outside of
higher education. However, 20 graduates
(32.8%) indicated that they were not cur-
rently employed in their first career choices.
Chi-square analysis revealed this to be signif-
icantly different from those employed in uni-
versity settings, x2 (2, N= 145) = 7.19, p < .05.
Fifty percent of those individuals not
employed in their first career choices ( n =
10) wished for university positions. Jobs
listed in the &dquo;Other&dquo; category ranged from a
hospital position, to a homemaker with occa-
sional consulting, to a puppeteer. Five of the
LEA positions were related service providers,
17 were teachers, and 19 were administra-
tors. Over half (31 respondents) of the grad-
uates working outside of higher education
returned to the same types of positions they
had prior to entering the doctoral program.
The graduates were asked to list factors
that encouraged their decision to accept their
current positions outside of higher educa-
tion. Forty of the 61 graduates (65.6%) listed
additional factors. The most frequently listed
reasons were &dquo;salary and benefits,&dquo; &dquo;chal-
lenge of position,&dquo; and &dquo;ability to pursue
interests&dquo;. They were also asked to rank fac-
tors that discouraged IHE employment.
Thirty-two individuals (52.5%) had not
wanted to be employed in a university posi-
tion after graduation; 29 graduates (47.5%)
desired college/university employment.
Table 3 summarizes factors that influenced
the decisions to accept jobs outside of higher
education.
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TABLE 3. Factors Influencing Non-IHE Career Decisions
Summary of Findings
For clarity, we are going to summarize
the findings by returning to the original
research questions.
Why do individuals initially enroll in
doctoral programs?
The top three responses to this question
were:
1. Personal goal to receive Ph.D
2. Interest in teaching college level
3. Other (the top three responses listed
in this category were):
. desire for greater knowledge of
the field;
0 enhanced marketability; greater
mobility within field;
. recruited by professors or finan-
cial support.
i~hat types of jobs do doctoral gradu-
ates accept immediately after gradua-
tion ?




0 9 did not specify
. 1 at an IHE with no tenure policy
Sixty-one (41.8%) employed in non-IHE set-
tings
. Forty-one of those were in LEA
positions
0 5 related service providers
0 17 teachers
* 19 administrators.
What -relationship exists between the
type of job an individual held prior to
entering the doctoral program and the
type ofjob accepted after graduation?
. A significant relationship was
found between previous job and
post-graduation employment.
Over half of the graduates in non-
IHE positions returned to the
same general types of jobs after
graduation. In short, administra-
tors stayed administrators.
What effects do age, gender, and mari-
tal and family status have on job deci-
sions ?
~ No significant findings appeared
for age, gender, or family status.
However, family situations (i.e.,
reluctance to relocate a high-
school-aged child) were listed fre-
quently as an additional factor
considered by the graduates.
~ Marital status contributed signifi-
cantly to career decisions. Higher
spousal educational levels were
associated with IHE career
choices.
~ Relocation appeared to be a more
significant variable affecting job
decisions.
Is there a significant difference in the
characteristics of individuals who
accepted faculty positions, those who
accepted non-tenure positions, and
those who accepted positions outside
of higher education?
0 No significant differences appear-
ed for age, gender, marital or
family factors.
0 Significant differences were dis-
covered for relocation rates and
willingness to consider a position
change.
~hat factors affected the decision to
accept positions within or outside of
higher education?
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Factors which positively influenced the
decision to take an IHE position:
. Ability to positively affect future
teachers
. Love of teaching
. Reputation of the IHE
Factors which discouraged careers in higher
education:
~ Salary
~ Would have to relocate
Those outside higher education were lured
elsewhere by:
. Salary
. Challenge of the position
. Security of staying in the same
position.
Discussion
What does this mean for higher educa-
tion recruitment? We believe that there are
four considerations which figure prominently
in this study.
Doctoral Programs Need to be Focused
Many of the doctoral programs in this
country need more direction. Not all doctoral
programs have to train future IHE faculty, but
those that do must define and prioritize their
goals. As this study shows, there is a lucra-
tive market for special education doctorates
who have no interest in higher education.
The programs that do train future faculty
must focus their efforts to ensure quality
graduates, while keeping track of the needs
of the nation, not merely training to the
whims of funding priorities. The mission for
these programs should be clear and the
actual recruitment, training, and placement
of the graduates should remain focused on
higher education.
Doctoral Programs Should Recruit
More Students
To anyone currently working on the
task of recruiting doctoral students, this is an
obvious point. Yet, the fact remains that we
are not doing a good job of recruiting large
numbers of quality educators. We must
recruit more. Many areas of student recruit-
ment have yet to be explored thoroughly.
How can we recruit people from the onset
who have the highest probability of choosing
faculty positions? The most obvious long-
’ 
term answer is that we must make higher
education more attractive through higher
salaries, better working conditions, and less
stressful workloads. The most frequently
listed deterrent to college/university employ-
ment in this study was salary. In a follow-up
phone interview, one respondent said, &dquo;I
would love to work at a university. But with
my son going off to college in two years, I
can’t afford the salary cut. Maybe after I retire
I will be able to do that&dquo; (anonymous, per-
sonal communication, February 13, 1996).
Another graduate wrote that she would take
a $20,000 pay cut if she left her current job
for a university position (anonymous, per-
sonal communication, February 24, 1996). In
order to attract the best and brightest new
faculty members, universities must provide
salaries and working conditions that enable
them to compete with occupations in gov-
emment, business, and the private sector.
Realistically, however, short-term efforts
should focus on those for whom the mainte-
nance of a larger public school salary is not
an issue; younger professionals or returning
teachers without a significant accrual of time
in the public schools are good possibilities.
Individuals who indicate an inclination to
relocate after graduation could be given
additional consideration. Graduates in this
study chose careers consistent with their
prior job experience (i.e., teachers continued
to teach in either LEA or university positions,
administrators chose administrative posi-
tions). For programs focused on producing
faculty, recruitment of LEA administrators
might not be fruitful. Special consideration
could be given to doctoral applicants who
list teacher education as a career goal (Bos,
Roberts, Rieth, & Derrer, 1995; Center &
Kauffman, 1993). Pierce and Smith (1994)
also recommend the benefits of focusing
recruitment and university resources on doc-
toral students who are likely to stay in higher
education after graduation. Financial incen-
tives could be applied to students who agree
to accept IHE positions upon graduation.
Mentorship programs between faculty and
doctoral students could be used to promote
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teacher education as a career choice (Center
& Kauffman, 1993).
Career Slai, f ~s: Bring Back Those Lured
Away
Bowen and Schuster (1986) wrote that
today’s faculty are versatile and have many
career options open to them. These profes-
sionals provide services that are of value to
others outside of academe and make career
decisions based on the comparative working
conditions within and outside of higher edu-
cation. A large pool of qualified faculty can-
didates is currently employed in local, state,
and federal education agencies. Additional
doctoral graduates are employed in careers
pertaining (sometimes distantly) to special
education. These individuals are highly qual-
ified to work in colleges and universities, but
have chosen not to. One option to reduce
the shortage of faculty is to bring them back
into higher education. Does this mean creat-
ing shortages in local education agencies as
we recruit their best teachers into faculty
positions? Of course not. The shortages are
already there. By increasing faculty in train-
ing programs the number of personnel
trained by them, and thus able to affect the
teacher shortages, is increased. Focusing on
career shifts for these doctoral graduates
would in fact decrease the teacher shortages
currently seen nationwide.
Again, higher education must be seen as
a viable and appealing career option. Unless
direct action is taken on the part of colleges
and universities, we are advocating an
impossible career shift. Bowen and Schuster
(1986) documented a significant decline in
the salaries of university faculty over a 14-
year period. The long-term effects of lower
salaries on the quality and quantity of faculty
recruits need to be examined. As this study
shows, the special education field has
become predominately female. This is a sig-
nificant change from 30 years ago when uni-
versity faculty were predominately male
(Bowen & Schuster, 1986). Does this change
affect the salary structure within the field?
Fields that have historically been predomi-
nantly female (i.e., classroom teaching, nurs-
ing) have lower salaries. Will this happen to
special education as well? High salaries in
special education do not compare to those in
male dominated fields, such as physics
(Bowen & Schuster, 1986). As education con-
tinues to become more &dquo;feminized,&dquo; will
overall salaries compact or show no growth?
A Need, for Real Change
The trends are not optimistic. Faculty
openings are increasing; doctoral recruit-
ment, training and graduation rates are
declining. Reduced federal support for doc-
toral programs-only eleven programs
received funding for doctoral support during
the Fiscal Year 1998 grant competitions from
the Office of Special Education Programs’
Research to Practice Division-could further
reduce the number of doctoral graduates.
Funding limited to fewer schools translates to
fewer programs provided with the infrastruc-
ture supplied by leadership grants, limiting
program capacities and reducing graduates.
There is a need for real change, beginning
with the conceptualization of solutions to
active implementation of policies that could
reverse these trends. This change must occur
both within higher education and at the fed-
eral level. Without active work in this area,
the trends will continue.
~t’s Next?
The impact of school reform on teacher
training programs was mentioned at the
beginning of this article. Yet, its overall
impact on higher education, particularly doc-
toral programs, must be studied further.
Higher education reform must also be
looked at closely. Departments of special
education across the country are being
rehoused and reconstructed through the
reorganization of colleges of education. In
some instances, this has led to the virtual
death of the special education programs
themselves. The special education commu-
nity should look closely at the impact of this
restructuring to insure our survival. We must
also inspect the role of the federal govern-
ment. What should its role be? How do
changes in funding at the federal level
impact on recruitment and training?
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Conclusion
The number of special education doc-
toral graduates who select positions in col-
leges and universities after graduation is
decreasing. The result will be an unresolved
need for special education faculty which in
turn could negatively impact the supply of
direct service special education providers.
Higher salaries offered by local and state
education agencies, relocation issues which
are tied to spousal and family factors, and
the variety of challenging options available
to graduates today contribute to the decline
in potential faculty. In addition, individuals
whose prior occupations are not as closely
linked to the teaching and research responsi-
bilities of higher education (i.e., administra-
tors, counselors, consultants) tend to select
careers outside of the university setting after
graduation.
As universities continue to address
issues related to faculty supply and demand,
a better understanding of the variables affect-
ing career choices of doctoral graduates is
necessary. The need for a national database
recording data about doctoral recruitment,
training, and career choices has been advo-
cated (Bos et al., 1995; Smith & Salzberg,
1994; Tawney & DeHaas-VUarner, 1993). Data
must be collected consistently and continu-
ously so a clearer picture of faculty supply
and demand is apparent. Once professionals
in special education can analyze these issues
effectively, then better strategies can be
developed to increase enrollment, provide
quality instruction, and ultimately recruit and
retain outstanding university faculty.
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